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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1, 3-17 are presented for examination. Claim 2 is withdrawn from consideration. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 15 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Heddaya et al (hereinafter Heddaya), US 6,622, 157, in view of Sidey, US 5,954,797. 

4. Heddaya and Sidey were cited in the previous office action. 

5. As per claims 15 and 17, Heddaya taught the invention substantially as claimed including, 
a method for communication with a mobile data processing device by way of a mobile software 
agent, wherein the mobile data processing device is addressable via a network, said method 
comprising the steps of: 

a. Creating a mobile software agent (the creation of a mobile software agent is an 
essential step required before it can be transmitted and used, therefore creating a 
mobile software agent is inherent); 
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b. Spreading the mobile software agent across the network into one or more systems 
(col.3, lines 45-51, col.8, lines 33-38); 

c. Delivering information to a software agent interface component for each of the 
systems for reception of mobile software agents from the network, including 
information for making migration or installation decisions (col. 8, lines 54-67, 
col.9, lines 1-14, col.9, lines 30-31, 60-64); 

d. Evaluating the delivered information (col. 8, lines 54-67, col.9, lines 1-14, col.9, 
lines 30-31, 60-64); 

e. For each of the systems, installing the mobile software agent on the system if it is 
determined that the mobile software agent is intended for the system (col.9, lines 
60-64); 

f. Establishing a communication link between the mobile software agent and the 
mobile data processing device via a mobile data processing device interface 
component of the system (col.3, lines 52-64, col.4, lines 15-31, col.8, lines 60-67, 
col.9, line 1); 

g. Performing actions of the mobile software agent on the mobile data processing 
device via the mobile data processing device interface component (col.3, lines 52- 
64). 



6. Heddaya did not specifically teach to classify the mobile data processing device on 
establishment of a connection between the mobile data processing device and the mobile data 
processing device interface component; and to perform actions of the mobile software agent on 
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the mobile data processing device via the mobile data processing device interface component 
dependent on results of said classifying stop. However, Sidey taught to classify the mobile data 
processing device on establishment of a connection between the mobile data processing device 
and the mobile data processing device interface component (col. 10, lines 39-47); and to perform 
actions of the mobile software agent on the mobile data processing device via the mobile data 
processing device interface component dependent on results of said classifying step (col. 10, lines 
39-53). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Heddaya and Sidey because Sidey' s teaching of 
classifying the mobile data processing device help Heddaya' s method to determine the proper 
communication requirement in connecting with the mobile agent. 

7. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Heddaya et al 
(hereinafter Heddaya), US 6,622,157, in view of Sidey, US 5,954,797, Freeman, US 6,330,588, 
and Minami et al (hereinafter Minami), US 6,407,751. 

8. Freeman and Minami were cited in the previous office action. 

9. As per claim 16, Heddaya taught the invention substantially as claimed including a 
mobile software agent for use in communicating information form an originating system to a 
mobile data processing device associated with a destination node, said mobile software agent 
comprising: 



Application/Control Number: 09/691,324 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2154 

a. A communication component for communicating with a mobile software agent 
interface component on the destination node (col.3, lines 52-64, col. 4, lines 15-31, 
col. 6, lines 36-41, col.8, lines 60-67, col.9, line 1, col. 10, lines 11-16); 

b. A recognition component for recognizing the destination node (col.8, lines 54-67, 
col.9, lines 1-14, col.9, lines 30-31, 60-64); 

c. An execution component to run on the destination node (col.4, lines 64-67, col. 5, 
lines 21-26, 31-36, col.9, lines 60-62, col.10, lines 11-16). 

10. Heddaya did not specifically teach a classification component to classify the mobile data 
processing device; one or more action components for performing specific actions on the mobile 
data processing device dependent on results from said classification component; a checkback 
component for checking back to the originating system or to other mobile software agent 
indicating whether installation on the destination node or the action being performed on the 
mobile data processing device succeeded or failed; a replication component for producing a copy 
of the mobile software agent for distribution to other destination systems; a merger component 
for merging several mobile software agents having like tasks into a single merged mobile 
software agent; and a self-termination component for terminating the mobile software agent after 
a preset life span or a defined event. 

1 1 . Sidey taught to classify the mobile data processing device (col. 10, lines 39-47); and to 
perform actions on the mobile data processing device dependent on results from said 
classification component (col. 10, lines 39-53). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Heddaya and 
Sidey because Sidey' s teaching of classifying the mobile data processing device help Heddaya' s 
method to determine the proper communication requirement in connecting with the mobile 
agent. 

12. Heddaya and Sidey did not specifically teach a checkback component for checking back 
to the originating system or to other mobile software agent indicating whether installation on the 
destination node or the action being performed on the mobile data processing device succeeded 
or failed; a replication component for producing a copy of the mobile software agent for 
distribution to other destination systems; a merger component for merging several mobile 
software agents having like tasks into a single merged mobile software agent; and a self- 
termination component for terminating the mobile software agent after a preset life span or a 
defined event. 

13. Freeman taught to check back to the mobile software agent indicating the action being 
performed on the mobile data processing device succeeded (col. 19, lines 51-58). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teachings of Heddaya, Sidey and Freeman because Freeman's teaching of check the status and 
the mobile software agent helps Heddaya and Sidney's mobile software agent to take notice of 
the performance results. 
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14. Heddaya, Sidey and Freeman did not specifically teach a replication component for 
producing a copy of the mobile software agent for distribution to other destination systems; a 
merger component for merging several mobile software agents having like tasks into a single 
merged mobile software agent; and a self-termination component for terminating the mobile 
software agent after a preset life span or a defined event. Minami taught a replication component 
for producing a copy of the mobile software agent for distribution to other destination systems 
(col. 8, lines 1-1 1); a merger component for merging several mobile software agents having like 
tasks into a single merged mobile software agent (col 1, lines 60-63, col.8, lines 1-11, col. 17, 
lines 40-47); and a self-termination component for terminating the mobile software agent after a 
preset life span or a defined event (col. 16, lines 17-37). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Heddaya, 
Sidey, Freemand and Minami because Minami' s teaching of mobile software agent splitting, 
merging and termination help Heddaya, Sidey and Freeman's teachings to replicate mobile 
agents to processes tasks and to terminate when the tasks of the mobile agents are completed to 
better control and manage the movement of the mobile agents. 

15. Claims 1, 4-5, 7, 9 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Heddaya et al (hereinafter Heddaya), US 6,622,157, in view of Sidey, US 5,954,797, and Mathur 
et al (hereinafter Mathur), US 6,671,745. 



16. 



Mathur was cited in the previous office action. 
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17. As per claim 1, Heddaya taught the invention substantially as claimed including a system 
for communication with a mobile data processing device by way of a mobile software agent 
(abstract), said system comprising: 

a. Means for transmitting the mobile software agent (col.3, lines 45-5 1, col.8, lines 
33-38); 

b. Means for spreading a mobile software agent from an originating system via a 
network to one or more destination system (col. 3, lines 45-51, col.8, lines 33-38); 

c. Means for running the mobile system agent (col.3, lines 52-56); and 

d. Means for communicating, including a mobile software agent interface 
component for communicating with the mobile software agent, and a mobile data 
processing device interface component for communicating with the mobile data 
processing device (col.3, lines 52-64, col.4, lines 15-31, col.8, lines 60-67, col.9, 
line 1, col. 10, lines 11-16); 

e. A recognition component to recognized the destination system (coL8, lines 54-67, 
col.9, lines 1-14, col.9, lines 30-31, 60-64); and execution component to run on 
the destination system (col.9, lines 60-62, col. 10, lines 1 1-16) and one ore more 
action components to perform specific actions on the mobile data processing 
device (col. 3, lines 52-64). 

18. Heddaya did not specifically teach that the mobile software agent includes an event- 
handling component to handle events communicated via the mobile data processing device 
interface component relating to the status of the mobile data processing device; a classification 
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component to classify the mobile data processing device; and one or more action components to 
perform specific actions on the mobile data processing device dependent on results from the 
classification component . Sidey taught to include a classification component to classify the 
mobile data processing device (col. 10, lines 39-47); and one or more action components to 
perform specific actions on the mobile data processing device dependent on results from the 
classification component (col. 10, lines 39-47). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Heddaya and 
Sidey because Sidey' s teaching of classifying the mobile data processing device help Heddaya 5 s 
method to determine the proper communication requirement in connecting with the mobile 
agent. 



19. Heddaya and Sidey did not specifically teach to include an event-handling component to 
handle events communicated via the mobile data processing device interface component relating 
to the status of the mobile data processing device. However, Mathur taught to include event- 
handling component (GWES module) to handle events communicated via a mobile data 
processing device interface (col. 8, lines 47-65; events processed by GWES). Furthermore, 
Mathur taught to include a component in the GWES module to handles events according to the 
memory status (col. 1 1, lines 59-63; insufficient memory causes event not processed). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur because Mathur' s teaching of using a 
event-handling component help Heddaya and Sidey' s method to handle events. 
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20. As per claim 4, Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur taught the invention substantially as claimed 
in claim 1 . Heddaya further taught that the mobile software agent interface component 
comprises: 

a. A support component to receive the mobile software agent from the network on 
the destination system (col.9, lines 60-64); and 

b. A component to deliver installation information for the destination system (col. 9, 
lines 60-64). 

21. As per claim 5, Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur taught the invention substantially as claimed 
in claim 1 . Heddaya further taught that the mobile data processing device interface component 
has at least one communication component to detect events on the mobile data processing device 
and transmit the events to the mobile software agent (col.3, lines 45-64). 

22. As per claim 7, Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur taught the invention substantially as claimed 
in claim 4. Heddaya further taught that reception of the mobile software agent by way of the 
mobile software agent interface component is executed by means of TCP/IP protocol (col. 6, lines 
44-49). 

23. As per claim 9, Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur taught the invention substantially as claimed 
in claim 1 . Heddaya further taught that the mobile software agent interface component and the 
mobile data processing device interface component are installed on the destination system (col. 9, 
lines 60-64, col. 10, lines 11-26). 
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24. As per claim 12, Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 1 . Heddaya further taught that further comprising an authentication component 
to authenticate the mobile software agent to the mobile data processing device (col.9, lines 1-5). 

25. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Heddaya, Sidey 
and Mathur as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Freeman, US 6,330,588, and 
Minami et al (hereinafter Minami), US 6,407,751. 

26. As per claim 3, Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur taught the invention substantially as claimed 
in claim 3. Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur did not specifically teach a checkback component for 
checking back to the originating system or to other mobile software agent for indicating whether 
installation on the destination node or the action being performed on the mobile data processing 
device succeeded or failed; a replication component for producing a copy of the mobile software 
agent for distribution to other destination systems; a merger component for merging several 
mobile software agents having like tasks into a single merged mobile software agent; and a self- 
termination component for terminating the mobile software agent after a preset life span or a 
defined event. 

27. Freeman taught to check back to the mobile software agent indicating the action being 
performed on the mobile data processing device succeeded (col. 19, lines 5 1-58). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
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teachings of Heddaya, Sidey, Mathur and Freeman because Freeman's teaching of check the 
status and the mobile software agent helps Heddaya, Sidney and Mathur' s mobile software agent 
to take notice of the performance results. 

Heddaya, Sidey, Mathur and Freeman did not specifically teach a replication component for 
producing a copy of the mobile software agent for distribution to other destination systems; a 
merger component for merging several mobile software agents having like tasks into a single 
merged mobile software agent; and a self-termination component for terminating the mobile 
software agent after a preset life span or a defined event. Minami taught a replication component 
for producing a copy of the mobile software agent for distribution to other destination systems 
(col. 8, lines 1-1 1); a merger component for merging several mobile software agents having like 
tasks into a single merged mobile software agent (coll, lines 60-63, col.8, lines 1-1 1, col. 17, 
lines 40-47); and a self-termination component for terminating the mobile software agent after a 
defined event (col. 16, lines 17-37). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Heddaya, Sidey, Mathur, 
Freemand and Minami because Minami' s teaching of mobile software agent splitting, merging 
and termination help Heddaya, Sidey, Mathur and Freeman's teachings to replicate mobile 
agents to processes tasks and to terminate when the tasks of the mobile agents are completed to 
better control and manage the movement of the mobile agents. 
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28. Claim 8 and 10-11 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of "Official 
Notice". 

29. As per claim 8, Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur taught the invention substantially as claimed 
in claim 1. Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur did not specifically teach that the originating system is a 
backend system, the destination system is a data processing device with a chipcard reader and the 
mobile data processing device is a chipcard. Official Notice is taken that the limitations 
narrowed by this claim is considered obvious and furthermore a matter of design choice, since 
applicants have not disclosed that the claimed limitations solve any stated problem or are for any 
particular purpose and it appears that the invention would perform equally well without these 
claimed features. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to efficiently utilize all claimed means hereto into all suitable 
devices or systems. 

30. As per claim 10, Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 1. Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur did not specifically teach that the mobile 
software agent interface component is identical for all mobile software agents and only the 
mobile data processing device interface component for the associated mobile data processing 
device needs to be installed. Official Notice is taken that the limitations narrowed by this claim 
is considered obvious and furthermore a matter of design choice, since applicants have not 
disclosed that the claimed limitations solve any stated problem or are for any particular purpose 
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and it appears that the invention would perform equally well without these claimed features. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to install all compatible mobile software agent interface components in both the 
mobile software agent and mobile data processing devices. 

31. As per claim 1 1 , Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 1 . Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur did not specifically teach that the interface 
components can be downloaded to the destination systems over a network. Official Notice is 
taken that both the concept and advantage of downloading is well known and expected in the art. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to combine the teachings of Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur and downloading ability to download 
the interface components to the destination system for installing or updating of the interface 
component. 

32. Claims 6, 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Heddaya, 
Sidey and Mathur as applied to claims 1, 4 and 12 above, and further in view of Vanstone et al 
(hereinafter Vanstone), US 6,490,682. 

33. Vanstone was cited in the previous office action. 

34. As per claim 6, Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur taught the invention substantially as claimed 
in claim 4. Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur did not specifically teach that the mobile software agent 
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interface component further comprises a component for secure storage of keys. However, 
Vanstone taught to include a component for secure storage of keys (col.2, lines 34-40). It would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur and Vanstone because Vanstone' s 
teaching of storing keys would provide Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur' s method a way to look up 
the identity of the mobile software agent. 

35. As per claims 13 and 14, Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur taught the invention substantially 
as claimed in claim 12. Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur did not specifically teach the authentication 
component comprises: a first component to request a random number from a mobile data 
processing device, said first component being part of the mobile software agent; a second 
component to transmit the random number to the originating system, said second component 
being part of the mobile software agent; a third component to sign the random number by means 
of a key, said third component being installed on the originating system; and a fourth component 
to verify the signature, said fourth component being installed on the mobile data processing 
device. Vanstone taught to obtain a random number, to sign the random number by means of a 
key and to verify the signature using different components (col.3, lines 15-30). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teaching of Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur and Vanstone because Vanstone 5 s method of using 
random number, key and signature help Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur' s method to establish a 
unique authentication method in authenticating the mobile software agent to the mobile data 
processing device. 
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Response to Arguments 

36. Applicant's arguments filed 3/23/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

37. In the remark, applicant argued that (1) Sidey passage does not each, suggest or disclose 
the cited subject matter from claim 1. There is no discussion of a mobile data processing device 
anywhere in Sidey. No 'action component' in Sidey is identified in the Office Action. No 
actions are performed. There are no nodes in claim 1, thus Sidey does not teach all the subject 
matter from Claim 1 that it is alleged to teach. (2) Mathur is not directed to a mobile software 
agent. Mathur does not handle events communicated via a mobile data processing device 
interface component. Mathur does not teach, suggest or disclose handling events relating to the 
status of a mobile data processing device. (3) Mathur is directed to application program 
interfaces and structures in a resource limited operating system. Neither Sidey, Heddaya or the 
present invention have anything to do with operating systems. No reason is provided for 
combining the operating system subject matter of Mathur with the networking technology of 
Sidey and Heddaya. (4) There is no discussion of a mobile software agent in the passage cited 
from Freeman reference. 

38. Examiner traverse the argument: 

As to point (1), this argument has already been addressed in the previous office action. In 
response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
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nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Sidey taught to classify the 
mobile data processing device (Node) on establishment of a connection between the mobile data 
processing device (Node) and the mobile data processing device interface component (col.5, 
lines 5-10, col.7, lines 15-28, col. 10, lines 39-47; connection between the mobile data processing 
device and mobile data processing device interface component is disclosed by Heddaya); and to 
perform actions of the mobile software agent on the mobile data processing device via the 
mobile data processing device interface component dependent on results of said classifying step 
(col. 10, lines 39-53). Although Sidey taught that changes may be proposed to the system 
operator for operation, Sidey reference clearly reads on the claim language since nowhere in the 
claim language suggested that the actions are performed without user interventions. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of Heddaya and Sidey because Sidey' s teaching of classifying the mobile 
data processing device help Heddaya' s method to determine the proper- communication 
requirement in connecting with the mobile agent. 

As to point (2), this argument has already been addressed in the previous office action. In 
response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Mathur taught systems to include 
application program interfaces (API, software; col. 2, lines 19-24), which benefits mobile systems 
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(col.3, lines 22-25). Mathur taught to include event-handling component (GWES module) to 
handle events communicated via a mobile data processing device interface (col. 8, lines 47-65; 
events processed by GWES). Furthermore, Mathur taught to include a component in the GWES 
module to handles events according to the memory status (col. 11, lines 59-63; insufficient 
memory causes event not processed). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur 
because Mathur 5 s teaching of using a event-handling component helps Heddaya and Sidey 5 s 
mobile software agent to handle events. 

As to point (3), in response to applicant's argument that Mathur reference is nonanalogous art, it 
has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if 
not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant was 
concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. See In re 
Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Mathur is combined to 
provide event-handing component to handle events. In response to applicant's argument that 
there is no suggestion to combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can 
only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the 
claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either 
in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 
F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the suggestion to combine the 
references is found in knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. Mathur 
taught to include event-handling component (GWES module) to handle events communicated 
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via a mobile data processing device interface (col. 8, lines 47-65; events processed by GWES). 
Furthermore, Mathur taught to include a component in the GWES module to handles events 
according to the memory status (col. 1 1, lines 59-63; insufficient memory causes event not 
processed). One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to include an event- 
handling component in a system to handle various events such as alert notification. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of Heddaya, Sidey and Mathur because Mathur 5 s teaching of using a 
event-handling component helps Heddaya and Sidey' s mobile software agent to handle events. 
As to point (4), in response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based 
on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In 
re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Freeman taught in the 
background that the invention is related to software agents. Furthermore, the burden is on the 
applicant to review the entire reference cited. Not just the passage mapped in the rejection. 

Because Applicants have failed to challenge any of the Examiner' s "Official Notices" stated in 
the previous office action in a proper and reasonably manner, they are now considered as 
admitted prior art. See MPEP 2144.03 

Conclusion 

39. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

40. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenny Lin whose telephone number is (571) 272-3968. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8 AM to 5 PM Tue.-Fri. and every other Monday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272-3964. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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